a b s t r a c t
There seems to be no dimension of bodily awareness that cannot be disrupted. To account for such variety, there is a growing consensus that there are at least two distinct types of body representation that can be impaired, the body schema and the body image. However, the definition of these notions is often unclear. The notion of body image has attracted most controversy because of its lack of unifying positive definition. The notion of body schema, onto which there seems to be a more widespread agreement, also covers a variety of sensorimotor representations. Here, I provide a conceptual analysis of the body schema contrasting it with the body image(s) as well as assess whether (i) the body schema can be specifically impaired, while other types of body representation are preserved; and (ii) the body schema obeys principles that are different from those that apply to other types of body representation.
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Until the end of the XIXth century, bodily awareness was conceived as a bundle of internal bodily sensations. In 1905 Bonnier first introduced the term "schema" to refer to their spatial organization. Since then, almost all neurologists have agreed on the existence of mental representations of the body, often called body schema or body image (or both at the same time). However, there has been a widespread confusion about the nature and the properties of these notions (Gallagher, 1986) . And this is not surprising, given the variety of ways we have of relating to our bodies (e.g., through touch, vision, proprioception, motor behavior, semantic understanding, emotional affect, etc.) and the variety of disorders of bodily awareness (see Table 1 ).
One might therefore be tempted to conclude that one single body representation cannot suffice to account for such complexity. There needs to be more than one mental representation of the body. But how many? Two? Three? Four? Although there is a growing consensus that there are at least two distinct types of body representation, the body schema and the body image (Dijkerman & de * Correspondence address: Transitions, New York University, 4 Washington Square, 10003 New York, NY, USA.
E-mail address: fdv208@nyu.edu. Haan, 2007; Gallagher, 2005; Head & Holmes, 1911; Paillard, 1980) , there is still little agreement beyond that, as we shall see here. Some may conclude that we would be better off without these notions:
"We allow ourselves to speak of the body image and other such scheme or ghosts, which, I think, we would well be rid of by adopting a method of intellectual exorcism." Spicker, 1975, p. 182 It is one thing to get rid of the confusion in the literature; it is another thing to get rid of the notions of the body schema and the body image themselves with no further argument. Just because it is a "slippery issue", as it has been suggested (Holmes & Spence, 2005, p. 16) , that does not mean that one should avoid it. Body representations are not ghosts. Every single morning, they allow us to comb our hair, to grasp our cup of tea, and to enjoy the warm feeling of the sun on our skin. And as soon as they are disturbed, we quickly realize that they play an important role in our life. So yes, we should adopt a method of intellectual exorcism, but only to clarify the conceptual landscape of the study of body representations. Here, I shall review the dominant models of body representation, namely, the neuropsychological taxonomies. I shall show the difficulties encountered by these models, both at the empirical level and at the conceptual level. I shall then conclude by proposing a more dynamic model based on Bayesian mechanisms of multimodal integration.
